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ABSTRACT 


This  study  examined  a  delinquency  theory  based  on 
the  affective  ties  of  a  boy  to  his  parents  and  to  both 
deviant  and  conventional  peers.  A  predictive  model  was 
developed  which  included  the  following  variables:  the 
preferences  of  each  of  a  boy's  associates;  the  closeness  o 
a  boy  to  each  of  his  associates;  the  visibility  of  a  boy's 
actions  to  each  of  his  associates;  and  the  responsiveness 
to  his  actions  of  each  of  his  associates.  If  a  particular 
associate  is  very  close,  very  likely  to  know  of  the  boy's 
behavior,  and  very  likely  to  change  his  opinion  about  the 
boy  on  the  basis  of  this  knowledge,  then  that  associate 
would  have  maximum  influence  on  the  boy's  behavior.  If 
that  associate  is  believed  to  approve  of  non-delinquency, 
then  this  relationship  would  be  a  strong  deterrent  against 
delinquency  involvement. 

From  this  model,  a  score  was  obtained  for  each  of 
200  boys.  This  score  was  compared  with  the  boys'  involve¬ 
ment  in  delinquency  as  measured  by  eight  different  delin¬ 
quency  indicators.  The  results  provided  moderate  support 
for  the  theory,  with  the  association  (gamma)  between  score 
calculated  from  the  model  and  the  delinquency  measures 
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generally  ranging  from  .15  to  .50  depending  on  the  delin¬ 
quency  measure. 

The  analysis  also  showed  that  neither  the  conven¬ 
tional  interpretation  of  differential  association  theory 
nor  control  theory  was  as  good  a  predictor  of  delinquency 
as  was  affective  ties  theory  which,  in  a  sense,  combined 
these  two  perspectives. 
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CHAPTER  I 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  PROBLEM 


Differential  Association  Theory 


Perhaps  the  most  widely  tested  theory  of  criminal 
and  delinquent  behavior  has  been  Sutherland's  theory  of 
differential  association.  As  presented  by  Sutherland  and 
Cressey  (1966:81-82)  the  theory  consists  of  nine  proposi¬ 
tions  : 

1.  Criminal  behavior  is  learned. 

2.  Criminal  behavior  is  learned  in  interaction  with 
other  persons  in  a  process  of  communication. 

3.  The  principal  part  of  the  learning  of  criminal 
behavior  occurs  within  intimate  personal  groups. 

4.  When  criminal  behavior  is  learned,  the  learning 
includes  (a)  techniques  of  committing  the  crime, 
which  are  sometimes  very  complicated,  sometimes 
very  simple;  (b)  the  specific  direction  of 
motives,  drives,  rationalizations,  and  attitudes. 

5.  The  specific  direction  of  motives  and  drives  is 
learned  from  definitions  of  the  legal  codes  as 
favorable  or  unfavorable. 

6.  A  person  becomes  delinquent  because  of  an  excess 
of  definitions  favorable  to  violation  of  the  law 
over  definitions  unfavorable  to  violation  of  the 
law. 

7.  Differential  associations  may  vary  in  frequency, 
duration,  priority,  and  intensity. 

8.  The  process  of  learning  criminal  behavior  by  asso¬ 
ciation  with  criminal  and  anti-criminal  patterns 
involves  all  of  the  mechanisms  that  are  involved 
in  other  learning. 

9.  While  criminal  behavior  is  an  expression  of  general 
needs  and  values  it  is  not  explained  by  those 
general  needs  and  values  since  non-criminal  behavior 
is  an  expression  of  the  same  needs  and  values. 
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The  theory  views  delinquency  as  being  the  product  of 
group  influences  in  which  the  individual  learns  both  the 
techniques  and  the  motives  and  drives  involved  in  commit¬ 
ting  deviant  acts.  This  learning  takes  place  in  a  process 
of  socialization  within  a  group  context.  Thus  an  act  which 
may  be  deviant  within  the  context  of  the  larger  society  may 
conform  to  the  normative  standards  of  particular  groups 
within  the  society.  Ties  to  other  persons,  usually  to 
peers,  become  crucial  in  explaining  delinquent  behavior. 

In  trying  to  test  this  theory,  we  run  into  several 
problems.  In  fact,  in  the  form  set  out  by  Sutherland  and 
Cressey,  differential  association  theory  is  virtually  un- 
testable.  One  of  the  greatest  weaknesses  is  the  explana¬ 
tion  given  as  to  why  some  people  become  delinquent  and 
others  do  not.  The  answer  provided  by  Sutherland  and 
Cressey--that  a  person  becomes  criminal  because  of  an 
excess  of  definitions  favorable  to  violation  of  the  law 
over  definitions  unfavorable  to  violation  of  the  law — 
appears  to  be  unf alsif iable  because  of  the  vagueness  of  the 
term  "definitions."  Even  if  we  could  somehow  resolve  this 
difficulty,  we  would  still  be  faced  with  the  task  of  try¬ 
ing  to  operationalize  the  variables  of  frequency,  duration, 
priority,  and  intensity  and  of  distinguishing  between 
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contacts  which  are  favorable  to  violations  of  the  law  and 
those  which  are  not. 

Difficulties  in  testing  have  not  proven  fatal  to  the 
theory--in  fact  the  reverse  may  be  true  since  differential 
association  has  provided  researchers  v/ith  a  general  frame¬ 
work  within  which  a  variety  of  different  interpretations 
are  possible.  Thus  the  large  number  of  studies  which  have 
supported  the  theory  have  been  tests  of  each  researcher's 
interpretation  of  differential  association  rather  than 
direct  tests  of  the  theory  as  presented  by  Sutherland. 

Among  the  tests  of  differential  association  theory 
are  those  done  by  Glaser  (1960) ,  Short  (1958,  1960) ,  Voss 
(1964) ,  and  Matthews  (1968) .  A  brief  discussion  of  each  of 
these  studies  will  serve  to  indicate  the  type  of  research 
that  has  been  done  using  the  differential  association  per¬ 
spective  : 

(1)  Glaser  cites  evidence  to  support  the  following 
hypotheses  which  were  derived  from  the  theory:  a)  a  pre¬ 
dominance  of  criminals  or  delinquents  among  intimate 
associates  is  predictive  of  further  criminal  or  delinquent 
behavior,  b)  priority  of  criminal  or  delinquent  behavior — 
as  measured  by  age  at  which  criminal  or  delinquent  activi¬ 
ties  began — is  predictive  of  further  criminal  or  delinquent 
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behavior,  c)  extent  of  prior  confinement  with  criminals, 
which  Glaser  feels  indicates  frequency,  duration,  and  in¬ 
tensity  of  criminal  association,  is  predictive  of  criminal 
behavior,  and  d)  alienation  from  anti-criminal  influences 
is  predictive  of  criminal  or  delinquent  behavior.  In  con¬ 
clusion,  Glaser  states  that  "prevailing  general  theories 
of  crime  or  delinquency  /are/  either  less  fruitful  than  dif¬ 
ferential  association  as  a  source  of  successful  predictors 
of  criminality,  or  convergent  with  differential  associa¬ 
tion  theory"  (1960:12). 

(2)  Short  (1958)  looked  at  interaction  with  friends 
who  were  defined  by  his  respondents  as  being  delinquent. 

He  found  that  the  variable  of  intensity  of  interaction  had 
the  highest  correlation  with  delinquency  involvement,  with 
frequency ,  duration ,  and  priority  having  slightly  lower 
levels  of  correlation.  He  also  found  that  when  specific 
types  of  offenses  were  examined,  "the  offenses  with  the 
highest  proportions  of  significant  relations  to  associa¬ 
tions  with  delinquent  friends  are  more  /serious  offenses/" 
(1958:25) . 

(3)  In  his  later  study.  Short  (1960)  focussed  on 
the  "intensity"  variable  and  found  that  those  boys  and 
girls  who  were  most  involved  in  delinquent  behavior 
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indicated  that  their  best  friends  were  persons  whom  they 
characterized  in  terms  hypothesized  to  be  delinquency  pro¬ 
ducing.  For  those  individuals  who  were  least  involved  in 
delinquency,  it  was  found  that  their  best  friends  were 
characterized  in  terms  hypothesized  to  be  delinquency  in¬ 
hibiting  . 

(4)  Voss  replicated  Short's  studies.  He  found  that 
"adolescents  who  associate  extensively  with  delinquent 
friends  report  more  delinquent  behavior  than  those  whose 
contacts  with  delinquent  peers  is  minimal."  (1964:85). 

(5)  Most  recently,  Matthews  (1968)  tested  the 
hypothesis  that  the  delinquency  scale  scores  of  respondents 
will  be  associated  with  the  delinquency  scale  scores  of 
those  individuals  selected  as  their  "very  best  friends." 

He  found  that  "it  is  possible  to  predict  the  individual's 
behavior  from  knowledge  of  the  group's  normative  behavior" 
and  vice  versa  (1968:383). 

Without  going  into  a  detailed  critique  of  these 
studies,  we  can  see  that  most  of  them  have  been  concerned 
with  demonstrating  the  relationship  between  association 
with  delinquent  friends  and  involvement  in  delinquency. 

For  example.  Short,  whose  research  has  set  the  pattern  for 
a  great  deal  of  the  empirical  work  on  differential 
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association,  has  stated  that  "We  wish  to  focus  attention 
upon  a  particular  type  of  differential  association--inter- 
action  with  friends  who  are  defined  by  adolescents  as 
delinquent"  (1958:21) .  As  Short  himself  recognizes,  this 
approach  does  not  do  justice  to  Sutherland's  theory  which 
entails  far  more  than  just  association  with  delinquent 
friends.  The  model  to  be  used  in  the  present  study,  v/hich 
is  still  not  a  completely  adequate  representation  of 
Sutherland's  theory,  looks  at  the  affective  ties  of  a  boy 
to  several  different  reference  others.  Thus,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  boy's  relationships  with  delinquent  peers,  the 
affective  ties  model  looks  at  his  ties  to  conventional  peers 
and  to  his  parents.  This  model  was  developed  from  the 
perspective  of  differential  association,  though  the  vari¬ 
ables  used  in  the  model  differ  from  Sutherland's  priority, 
duration,  frequency,  and  intensity. 

Control  Theory 

The  model  to  be  tested  here,  then,  has  been  derived 
from  differential  association  theoi^y,  but  it  goes  beyond 
just  looking  at  the  boys'  ties  to  deviant  peers  to  examine 
affective  ties  to  conventional  adults  and  to  conventional 
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peers.  In  so  doing,  the  affective  ties  model  seems  to  be 
quite  consistent  with  control  theories  of  delinquency, 
though  the  differential  association  framework  attaches 
greater  importance  to  the  influence  of  deviant  peers  than 
is  the  case  with  control  theory. 

In  contrast  to  differential  association  theory  which 
emphasizes  the  importance  of  attachment  to  persons  sharing 
criminal  value  patterns,'  control  theory  "sees  in  the  de¬ 
linquent  a  person  relatively  free  of  the  intimate  attach¬ 
ments,  the  aspirations,  and  the  moral  beliefs  that  bind 
most  people  to  a  life  within  the  law"  (Hirschi,  1969 :pre- 
face) .  Thus  the  delinquent  is  not  viewed  as  being  tied  to 
a  different  value  system,  but  is  seen  as  being  relatively 
free  of  ties  to  society.  "If  a  person  does  not  care  about 
the  wishes  and  expectations  of  other  people--that  is,  if 
he  is  insensitive  to  the  opinion  of  others--then  he  is  to 
that  extent  not  bound  by  the  norms.  He  is  free  to  deviate" 
(Hirschi,  1969:18) .  It  is  his  lack  of  ties  to  society, 
then,  that  frees  the  individual  to  commit  delinquent  acts. 

With  regard  to  the  relationship  between  control 
theory  and  the  affective  ties  model,  Hirschi  has  given  two 
interpretations  of  differential  association,  and  if  we 
accept  the  view  that  the  definitions  favorable  to  violation 
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of  the  law  are  "definitions  that  free  the  aetor  to  commit 
delinquent  acts"  (1969:15)  rather  than  "conditions  that 
require  delinquent  behavior"  (1969:  15)  then  v/e  have,  as 
Hirschi  notes,  something  of  a  convergence  of  control  and 
differential  association  theories. 

If  this  position  is  taken,  we  can  ask  what  contribu¬ 
tion  ideas  derived  from  differential  association  can  make 
to  this  union  of  the  two  perspectives.  If  we  assume  that 
an  actor's  behavior  is  influenced  by  either  or  all  of  con¬ 
ventional  adults,  conventional  peers,  and  deviant  peers 
then  we  have  added  to  Hirschi ' s  formulation  of  control 
theory.  In  his  initial  statement  of  the  theory,  he  doesn't 
differentiate  between  attachments  to  conventional  and  to 
deviant  peers.  For  example,  in  analyzing  his  data  with 
regard  to  attachment  to  parents  and  to  peers  he  concludes 
that  "the  hypothesis  that  attachment  to  adolescent  friends 
is  conducive  to  delinquency  is  difficult  to  justify  on 
theoretical  grounds"  (1969:145).  The  argument  to  be  pre¬ 
sented  here  is  that  while  attachment  to  adolescent  friends 
is  not  necessarily  conducive  to  delinquency,  it  may  be  the 
case  that  attachment — not  just  contact,  but  affective 
ties — to  deviant  peers  will  be  conducive  to  delinquency, 
especially  in  the  absence  of  affective  ties  to  conventional 
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adults  or  peers.  This  notion  is  not  contradicted  by 
Hirschi ' s  data--in  fact  he  concludes  that  "the  theory 
/control  theory/  underestimated  the  importance  of 
delinquent  friends.  .  ."  (1969:230). 

The  inclusion  of  ties  to  parents  and  to  convention¬ 
al  peers  as  independent  variables  in  the  model  is  more  in 
keeping  with  control  theory  than  with  differential  associ¬ 
ation.  As  Hirschi  (1969:98)  points  out,  whereas  in  dif¬ 
ferential  association  theory  "lack  of  attachment  to  the 
parents  merely  increases  the  probability  that  the  child 
will  be  exposed  to  criminal  influences"  in  control  theory 
"lack  of  attachment  to  the  parents  is  directly  conducive  to 
delinquency  because  the  unattached  child  does  not  have  to 
consider  the  consequences  of  his  actions  for  his  relations 
with  his  parents." 

Hirschi  (1969)  and  Jensen  (1969)  have  both  examined 
the  relation  between  attachment  to  parents  and  delinquency. 
They  found  that,  as  expected  by  control  theory,  attachment 
to  parents  has  an  independent  effect  on  delinquency  when 
the  delinquency  of  friends  is  held  constant.  Thus  in  look¬ 
ing  at  affective  ties  to  conventional  others  as  independent 
variables,  we  have  a  model  which  takes  into  account  this 
particular  empirical  criticism  of  differential  association. 
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Interpersonal  Ties  and  Delinquency 

Much  of  the  social  psychological  literature  dealing 
with  socialization  suggests  that  affective  ties  have  a 
great  influence  upon  an  individual's  behavior.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  Deutsch  and  Krauss  (1965)  state  that  one  of  the 
central  hypotheses  of  Bandura's  and  Walter's  modelling 
theory  (1959)  is  that  rewarding  models  are  more  likely  to 
be  emulated  than  are  non-rewarding  ones.  Bandura  and 
Walters  elaborate  on  this  further  when  they  say  that  "in 
order  for  the  socialization  process  to  be  effective,  certain 
minimal  conditions  must  be  present.  The  primary  condition 
is  the  development  of  a  dependency  motive  whereby  the  child 
learns  to  want  the  interest,  attention,  and  approval  of 
others"  (1959:29) .  Originally,  this  dependency  is  directed 
towards  the  parents,  but  later  in  life  it  begins  to  in¬ 
volve  peers  as  well  as  parents  (Larson,  1969)  . 

Both  family  and  peer  influences  have  been  found  to 
be  related  to  delinquent  behavior.  Nye  (1958)  has  discus¬ 
sed  the  importance  of  the  social  control  functions  of  the 
family.  Ke  found  support  for  his  model  which  specified 
that  delinquent  behavior  developed  as  a  consequence  of  the 
breakdown  of  family  controls  over  the  teenager.  In  a 
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similar  fashion,  Zucker  concludes  that  "reliably  fewer 
delinquents  than  non-delinquents  have  an  intimate  affec- 
tional  attachment  to  their  parents  .  .  .  delinquents  can 
break  their  bonds  to  their  parents  much  more  readily  than 
non-delinquents  .  .  ./the  evidence/  would  appear  to  indi¬ 

cate  that  delinquents  are  less  fond  of  their  parents  than 
non-delinquents"  (1943:47)  . 

Gold  (1963)  points  out  the  importance  of  the  attrac¬ 
tion  of  a  youth  toward  his  parents  with  respect  to  the 
boy's  involvement  in  delinquency.  When  the  family  ceases 
to  be  attractive  to  the  boy,  it  loses  many  of  its  control 
functions.  The  hypothesis  that  boys  who  perceived  their 
families  as  being  attractive  would  be  less  likely  to  be 
delinquent  was  supported  by  Kupfer  (1966)  who  also  found 
that  the  amount  of  control  exercised  by  the  family;  the 
amount  of  com>munication  within  the  family;  and  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  parents  as  behavior  models  were  all  inversely 
related  to  delinquency.  In  a  slightly  different  type  of 
study,  Allen  and  Sandhu  (1967)  found  that  low  family 
affect  was  the  only  variable  of  those  they  tested  which 
correlated  with  high  rates  of  delinquency  among  both  an 
experimental  group  of  institutionalized  boys  and  a  control 
group  of  high  school  boys. 
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Turning  to  the  effects  of  peer  influence  on  delin¬ 
quent  behavior,  Sutherland  and  Cressey  (1955)  cite  studies 
by  the  Gluecks  and  by  Shaw  and  McKay  which  indicate  that 
most  delinquencies  take  place  in  the  company  of  other  boys. 
The  Gluecks  studied  500  delinquent  boys  and  found  that  492 
or  98.4%  chummed  with  other  delinquents  while  of  the  con¬ 
trol  group  of  500  non-delinquents  from  the  same  type  of 
neighbourhoods,  only  37  or  7.4%  were  close  friends  with 
delinquents.  Shaw  and  McKay  studied  court  records  in 
Ghicago  and  discovered  that  88.2%  of  the  boys  who  had  re¬ 
cords  had  committed  delinquencies  with  other  boys  and  that 
91.3%  of  those  engaged  in  stealing  had  been  with  other  boys 
when  the  act  took  place.  The  tests  of  differential  associ¬ 
ation  theory  mentioned  above  also  indicate  the  importance 
of  peer  influences  on  involvement  with  delinquency  as  does 
Lerman's  study  (1967,  1968)  of  subcultural  delinquency. 

The  Affective  Ties  Model 

The  model  to  be  tested  here  looks  at  the  connection 
between  involvement  in  delinquency  and  affective  ties  to 
parents  and  to  both  deviant  and  conventional  peers. 

Costner  (1967)  has  based  the  model  on  the  assumption  that 


an  actor  is  motivated  to  maximize  the  approval  and  esteem 
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of  his  close  associates  by  acting  in  ways  actor  believes  ' 
they  will  approve  and  admire,  and  by  avoiding  action  that 
actor  believes  they  will  know  about  and  disapprove.  Work¬ 
ing  from  this  assumption,  we  can  look  at  four  major  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  relationship  between  an  actor  and  his  associ¬ 
ates  which  should  be  taken  into  account  in  order  to  explain 
actor's  behavior: 

(1)  The  preferences  of  each  of  his  associates. 

What  kinds  of  action  will  elicit  their  approval  or  disap¬ 
proval? 


(2)  The 
ates.  How  much 
esteem? 


closeness  of  actor  to  each  of  his  associ- 
is  he  concerned  about  their  approval  and 


(3)  The  visibility  of  his  action  to  each  of  his 
associates.  How  likely  are  they  to  know  about  his  actions? 

(4)  The  responsiveness  to  his  action  of  each  of  his 
associates.  How  much  would  a  given  action  effect  their 
general  esteem  for  him? 

If  a  particular  associate  is  very  close,  very  likely 
to  know  of  actor's  behavior,  and  very  likely  to  change  his 
opinion  about  actor  on  the  basis  of  this  knowledge,  then 
that  associate  would  have  maximum  influence.  Thus  if  that 
associate  is  believed  to  approve  of  non-delinquency  then 
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this  relationship  should  be  a  strong  deterrent  against 
delinquency  involvement.  However,  if  that  associate  is 
believed  to  approve  of  delinquency  then  this  relationship 
should  encourage  delinquency  involvement.  In  contrast,  if 
an  associate  is  so  remote  from  actor  that  there  is  no  con¬ 
cern  for  that  associate's  good  opinion,  o_r  if  an  associate 
would  be  very  unlikely  to  know  about  a  particular  act  that 
is  contemplated,  or  if  an  associate  is  already  so  strongly 
positive  or  so  strongly  negative  toward  actor  that  know¬ 
ledge  of  a  particular  act  would  be  unlikely  to  change  that 
associate's  opinion,  then  this  relationship  would  be  of 
little  or  no  consequence  regardless  of  whether  the  associ¬ 
ate  approved  or  disapproved  of  delinquency. 

The  preferences  of  associates.  If  all  associates 
preferred  and  approved  of  the  same  kind  of  behavior,  other 
kinds  of  variation  in  the  relationship  between  actor  and 
his  associates  would  be  irrelevant.  In  other  words,  the 
closeness,  visibility,  and  responsiveness  of  the  associates 
assume  importance  only  when  different  associates  of  the 
same  actor  may  require--or  may  be  believed  by  actor  to 
require--dif ferent  kinds  of  action  as  a  condition  for  giv¬ 
ing  their  approval  and  esteem.  The  model  used  here  assumes 
that  when  the  wishes  of  different  groups  of  associates  are 
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perceived  by  actor  to  be  in  conflict,  actor's  dilemma  will 
be  resolved  according  to  the  preferences  of  those  associ¬ 
ates  who  are  closest,  to  whom  the  behavior  will  be  most 
visible,  and  whose  opinions  are  felt  to  be  most  responsive 
to  the  behavior  in  question. 

Of.  course  the  preferences  of  associates — the  kinds 
of  action  that  will  elicit  fromi  them  approval  and  esteem-- 
are  not  always  knov/n  to  actor.  However,  he  generally  has 
clues  to  their  preferences  in  terms  of  what  they  say,  what 
they  do,  and  how  they  have  reacted  to  the  actions  of  others.  . 
The  kinds  of  clues  known  to  an  actor  and  the  way  he  inter¬ 
prets  these  clues  can  be  known  to  an  investigator  only  on 
the  basis  of  some  indicators  of  the  actor's  beliefs.  Appro¬ 
priate  indicators  might  include  a  respondent's  statement 
of  his  belief  about  what  particular  others  would  approve 
or  disapprove,  what  particular  others  would  themselves  do, 
or  what  their  reaction  would  probably  be  to  particular  kinds 
of  behavior.  In  the  present  study,  the  indicators  are 
much  more  crude--we  will  assume  that  parents  and  conven¬ 
tional  peers  are  believed  by  actor  to  approve  of  non¬ 
deviant  behavior  and  to  disapprove  of  delinquency  and  that 
deviant  peers  are  believed  by  actor  to  approve  of  deviant 
behavior  and  to  disapprove  of  "square"  or  conventional 
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behavior. 

The  closeness  of  actor  and  associates.  The  long¬ 
standing  distinction  between  a  primary  and  a  secondary  rela¬ 
tionship  (Cooley,  1929)  points,  in  a  general  way,  to  the 
relevance  of  the  nature  of  the  tie  between  an  actor  and 
his  various  associates.  Basically,  the  distinction  between 
these  two  types  of  relationship  involves  the  closeness  of 
the  associate  to  the  actor.  This  distinction  between  re¬ 
lationships  that  are  "close"  and  those  that  are  more 
"distant"  seems  to  be  what  is  meant  by  Sutherland's  state¬ 
ment  that  associations  vary  in  "intensity."  By  an  intense 
association  Sutherland  presumably  meant  a  primary  associa¬ 
tion  or  a  close  association--one  in  which  actor  was  con¬ 
cerned  with  maintaining  an  established  affective  tie  with 
that  associate.  In  the  present  model,  we  make  an  assump¬ 
tion  very  similar  to  that  of  Sutherland  in  that  intense  or 
close  associations  are  taken  to  be  more  influential  than 
those  less  intense  or  less  close. ^  The  same  basic  idea 

^Previous  research  such  as  that  done  by  Matthews 
(1968)  and  Campbell  (1965)  has  suggested  that  negative 
affective  ties  do  not  operate  in  the  same  fashion  as  do 
positive  ties.  In  the  present  analysis,  negative  ties 
are  treated  the  same  as  reactions  of  indifference  to  a 
particular  associate. 
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also  seems  to  be  involved  in  the  concept  of  a  reference 
group,  at  least  insofar  as  a  reference  group  serves  to 
define  norms  of  ethics  and  propriety  and  does  not  serve 
simply  a  comparative  function  (Merton,  1957) .  Normative 
reference  groups  are,  presumably,  those  groups  about  whose 
opinions  one  cares,  i.e.,  they  are  "close"  in  the  sense 
utilized  here.  Balance  theory  also  suggests  the  relevance 
of  the  closeness  of  the  bond  between  actor  and  associate. 
Those  to  whom  one  is  positively  attracted  will,  by  the 
assumption  of  this  theory,  influence  one  to  see  things  as 
they  do  and  to  behave  in  ways  that  they  are  believed  to 
approve.  For  example,  Newcomb  says  "the  most  stable  of 
interpersonal  relationships,  in  short,  are  those  char¬ 
acterized  by  both  system  balance  and  high  attraction — a 
combination  that  presupposes  an  area  of  mutually  shared 
orientations  of  importance  to  system  members"  (1961:261). 
Evidently,  then,  the  assumption  that  interpersonal  influ¬ 
ence  is  contingent  upon  the  closeness  of  the  interpersonal 
bond  is  often  utilized  in  social  psychology  and  has  been 
given  expression  in  many  different  forms. 

In  operationalizing  the  concept  of  closeness  of 
affective  ties  appropriate  indicators  might  include  such 
things  as  sociometric  choices,  statements  of  liking  or 
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respect,  observed  friendly  behavior,  and  so  on.  In  the 
data  available  for  the  present  study,  such  indicators  for 
individual  associates  were  not  available,  but  a  respondent's 
endorsement  of  statements  of  liking  for  three  classes  of 
associates--parents ,  conventional  peers,  and  deviant 
peers--v/ill  serve  as  indicators  of  closeness  to  these 
groupings . 

The  visibility  of  action  to  associates.  Behavior 
that  is  secret,  and  which  promises  to  remain  secret  to 
particular  others,  can  be  assumed  to  have  no  bearing  on 
their  approval  and  esteem.  Actions  carried  out  in  the 
company  of  others  are  visible  to  one's  partners  and  may 
become  visible  to  those  whom  one's  partners  tell  about  the 
activity,  but  they  may  also  remain  unknown  to  those  out¬ 
side  a  small  circle.  In  the  model  to  be  tested  here,  it 
is  assumed  that  the  probable  secrecy  or  visibility  of 
particular  actions  is  taken  into  account  by  actor  in 
assessing  the  potential  consequences  of  his  actions; 
actions  visible  to  particular  associates  bring  into  play 
the  probable  reactions  of  those  associates.  Actions  that 
remain  invisible  to  particular  others  render  those  others 
less  relevant  in  deciding  how  actor  will  behave.  There  is 
a  rather  extensive  range  of  empirical  support  for  this 
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idea.  In  a  modification  of  Asch's  experiment,  Deutsch  and 
Gerard  (1955:629-636)  divided  their  subjects  into  two 
groups.  One  of  these  groups  made  their  judgments  public¬ 
ly  and  the  other  group  responded  in  a  situation  where  they 
could  not  be  identified  as  individuals.  The  subjects  v/ho 
made  their  judgments  privately  and  anonymously  showed  much 
less  conformity  than  did  the  subjects  whose  decisions  were 
visible  to  the  rest  of  the  group.  With  regard  to  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  visibility  and  delinquent  behavior,  Kupfer 
(1966)  found  that  delinquents  were  more  likely  than  non¬ 
delinquents  to  be  out  of  the  direct  view  or  control  of 
their  parents. 

Empirical  clues  as  to  the  actor's  beliefs  about  the 
visibility  of  his  actions  to  particular  others  are  neces¬ 
sarily  indirect.  Appropriate  indicators  might  include  the 
physical  situation  of  others  in  the  behavioral  situation, 
the  sociometric  linkages  between  those  present  and  those 
not  present  along  with  the  expectations  about  those  present 
"telling,"  actor's  statements  about  who  he  feels  is  likely 
to  find  out,  and  so  on.  No  such  indicators  are  available 
in  the  present  study.  Instead,  we  shall  have  to  make  a 
rather  large  assumption.  Because  adolescents  spend  so  much 


of  their  time  with  other  adolescents  and  because  the  norms 


,ii  e'».- 


/ 


K  . 


.  %  y^--t  ■: 'Ji' - 


f.u  , 


tysk 


*4P*er  f-  r*  i  !  -'•' 

> 


«■  '■•: 


r  r 


#A 


t'  " '  '€y  *  •>  f  ^  d  I  ■  ^ 

■  aii»c*i%''  /-•{.'  •-■>.►»>'/  '  st. 

■'.7 

'  Vc:  ' '\  ,'Civ..  _*  .  ..  ^fiii  Ji'i-  •■  •*  ^  •  J  t.  /  V.  i,.--‘VWVt3  > ,  ^ ;' . '■4 

J5 

-.Scr'*  -'A-  v  ,»  :  '.  e  j’*-",.  »-•  n  "J  S’f'5 , 

i03  ■!  J.,.  ’.;l-J*-.  J'M.’li.fj  -r*!*  Id  ^li  -  .*1'  "  1 

•  ..-ti  4 


v 

^‘'  i  "it 


i.  'I-' 


• ''^’  .  i'L  .3;,-  V  j 


■IW. 


I 


>ii.  -^•.  ry 

i4 

v5-'*rs 


;s?  : 


f,  '’ V's  ,  I* 


Cill  J«'i  A 

•i.*xfe  f.’  •  ;  ..  f  .3friOt  J-'K 

U^n*  Jt tif:  i  J  »V  i  rh  r  jkj  i  .^;,  1  ^  ,•  _ 

»  4 

■  f 

>  b  i’if.i  iii  '  noi'-3j3:kj;i Iz  II*  .  j  »' 

I 

i  ri-l  oi^if’ -^U''.'‘V  •  . '.,  V  •  *  P:i3  J&''* 

C'.--‘  i-.-.  ^;?x,  ^  .ijrii'5 


,,!1  -■  'Sj  --  <€>■ 

rl '  . '  'iTr 

,  .  -^ 

li».'.  U  ff| 

.  ;  «*•  4  1  > 


*  , 


flW  •  >  .1  o'?  iin»)£  3V.  tiT  -  .:• 

'  ■  '  ■  •  .  .  "  ‘  fp 


J,  ifp0a  V  *' 


S'.  >•!  i  ' 


r  .9  *  * 


'k- 

JE 

■  fi^!f..  ■■  > 

. . .  „  -A'-M  i  t 

4  '  ..i>M 


V-  'ft' 


♦f*yi  ^•-  iiji..cr»  t.i|f:  ’  S  V?*  i 

*.  *-J' D  ■  iIj*  *  \ :  aiR/;,  a  :.» >4^ 


v-Ta^..  .•‘s  >jair-;'L. 


20 


of  "telling"  coimonly  make  for  a  relatively  free  flow  of 
information  among  adolescents  but  place  heavy  restrictions 
on  the  flow  of  information  to  adults,  we  shall  assume  that 
the  delinquent  activities  of  an  adolescent  actor  are  more 
visible  to  other  adolescents  than  to  adults,  including  the 
actor's  own  parents.  This  assumption  would  seem  to  be  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  evidence  cited  earlier  that  most  delinquencies 
occur  in  the  presence  of  other  adolescents.  One  should 
note  that  visibility  is  treated  as  a  constant,  with  great¬ 
er  weight  attached  to  visibility  of  actor's  actions  to  his 
peers  than  to  his  parents. 

The  responsiveness  of  associates  to  actor's  behav¬ 
ior  .  The  approval  and  esteem  of  an  associate  would  seem  to 
be  a  relatively  enduring  feature  of  the  relationship.  A 
friend  does  not  suddenly  become  an  enemy  or  a  stranger  in 
response  to  one  minor  transgression,  nor  does  an  enemy  or  a 
stranger  become  a  friend  in  response  to  one  act  of  kindness. 
Even  less  likely  is  the  withdrawing  of  affection  of  a 
parent  for  his  child  because  of  one  minor  misdeed.  How¬ 
ever,  some  relationships  are  more  stable  than  others.  In 
general,  one  might  readily  assume  that  the  relationship 
between  parent  and  child  is  less  subject  to  change  than 
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the  more  ephemeral  relationship  between  adolescent  bud¬ 
dies,  even  though  there  is  undoubtedly  considerable  varia¬ 
tion  in  the  stability  of  relationships  in  these  two  broad 
classes.  The  model  assumes  that  when  an  actor  feels  that 
a  relationship  is  so  stable  that  it  will  be  unaffected  by 
the  associate's  knowledge  of  a  particular  action,  that 
associate's  opinion  of  actor  is  not  at  stake  in  deciding 
on  a  course  of  action.  If  an  actor  assumes  that  his  par¬ 
ents  will  love  him  no  matter  what  he  does,  he  has  removed 
them  from  effective  consideration  in  deciding  what  to  do. 
Similarly,  if  an  actor  assumes  that  his  parents  will  dis¬ 
like  him  no  matter  what  he  does,  they  will  also  have  no 
effect  on  his  decision. 

Thus  in  the  model  we  make  the  assumption  that  parti¬ 
cular  associates  are  taken  into  account  not  only  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  their  closeness  and  to  the  visibility  of  the 
action  to  them,  but  also  in  proportion  to  the  degree  to 
which  the  relationship  is  contingent  upon  that  action.  For 
example,  an  actor  may  have  strong  affective  ties  to  his 
parents,  who  represent  conventional  norms,  and  also  have 
strong  ties  to  a  group  of  deviant  peers.  A  particular 
action  might  promise  to  be  equally  visible  to  both  parents 
and  peers.  If  the  actor  felt  that  his  parents  would  react 
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toward  him  in  an  equally  favorable  or  unfavorable  way  no 
matter  what  his  action  but  felt  that  the  approval  of  his 
peers  depended  upon  his  committing  a  delinquent  act,  then 
according  to  the  affective  ties  model  we  would  expect  him 
to  try  to  maximize  the  approval  of  his  deviant  peers  since 
his  actions  could  make  a  difference  in  their  reactions  to¬ 
ward  him. 

Support  for  the  idea  of  responsiveness  comes  from 
sources  as  disparate  as  Aichhorn,  a  psychoanalyst,  and 
Homans,  an  exchange  theorist.  According  to  Aichhorn  "if 
the  parents  bestow  affection  without  asking  any  return  by 
way  of  remuneration,  the  child  does  not  need  to  exert  him¬ 
self.  Assured  of  love,  he  lacks  the  incentive  to  give  up 
pleasure  in  favor  of  reality"  (1935:152) .  In  a  similar 
fashion  he  says  that  a  child  who  is  punished  too  often  has 
no  incentive  to  submit  to  the  parents'  demands.  Homans  says 
somev/hat  the  same  thing,  though  in  radically  different 
language  when  he  says  "between  the  alternative  actions  open 
to  a  man  in  particular  circumstances,  he  is  likely  to  choose 
the  one  for  which  the  (mathematical)  value  of  p  times  v  is 
larger,  where  p  is  the  probability,  as  perceived  by  him,  of 
his  action  being  successful  in  attaining  a  particular  re¬ 
sult,  and  V  is  the  perceived  reward-value  to  him  of  that 
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result"  (1969:13) . 

Once  again,  the  data  available  make  it  necessary  to 
use  less  than  ideal  empirical  indicators.  Appropriate  in¬ 
dicators  of  this  concept  might  be  hard  to  develop  under  any 
circumstances,  but  might  include  such  things  as  actor's 
statements  of  how  he  thinks  the  associate's  opinion  of  him 
would  change  in  response  to  a  particular  action,  or  observa¬ 
tions  of  how  that  associate's  opinion  had  changed  in  the 
past.  No  such  detailed  indicators  were  available  for  this 
particular  study.  As  will  be  noted  below,  the  assumption 
has  been  made  that  the  parent-child  relationship  is  more 
stable  than  is  the  peer-peer  relationship.  In  effect,  in 
testing  the  model,  this  gives  more  weight  to  peer  influences 
on  behavior  than  to  parental  influences. 

These  four  variables  can  be  linked  in  a  predictive 
formula  to  measure  the  probability  of  an  actor  deviating 
from  conventional  norms  and  to  correlate  this  with  measures 
of  the  actor's  involvement  in  delinquency.  The  idea  under¬ 
lying  this  model  is  not  that  each  of  the  four  variables 
makes  an  independent  contribution  to  delinquency  involvement, 
but  that  each  conditions  the  effect  of  the  others.  Thus 
the  effect  on  delinquency  involvement  of  the  closeness  of  a 
particular  associate  is  dependent  on  the  preferences  of 
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that  associate  for  delinquent  or  non-delinquent  behavior, 
the  perceived  visibility  of  the  behavior  to  that  associ¬ 
ate,  and  the  presumed  responsiveness  of  that  associate. 

Note  that  this  implies  a  multiplicative  rather  than  an  addi¬ 
tive  model  for  the  impact  of  a  particular  associate  or 
grouping  of  associates.  However,  the  total  impact  of  all 
associates  is  assumed  to  be  additive--that  is,  the  degree 
of  delinquency  involvement  is  assumed  to  be  related  to  the 
sum  of  the  influences  for  or  against  delinquency  of  all 
associates . 

To  represent  the  model  in  a  formal  way,  a  quantity 
"d"  can  be  calculated  for  each  set  of  associates  which  will 
be  related  to  various  measures  of  delinquency  involvement 
and  which  is  defined  as  follows: 

d.  -  P -C-V-R 
1 

where  P  =  preference  of  the  associate  (or  group 
of  associates)  .  VJill  be  either  (+)  or 
(-)  depending  on  whether  the  preference 
of  the  associates  is  for  delinquency  or 
non- delinquency . 

C  =  closeness  of  the  associate (s) . 

V  =  degree  of  visibility  of  the  act  to  the 
associate ( s) . 

R  =  degree  of  responsiveness  of  the  associ¬ 
ate  ( s)  . 
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In  testing  the  model  for  each  respondent,  this  computation 
was  made  for  each  of  three  groupings  of  associates — 
parents,  conventional  peers,  and  deviant  peers — and  not 
for  each  individual  associate.  Then  the  values  for  each 
associate  grouping  were  summed  for  each  respondent  to 
obtain  that  respondent's  total  "d"  value.  The  basic 
hypothesis  is  that  the  higher  the  value  of  "d"  for  a  given 
respondent,  the  greater  the  involvement  of  that  respondent 
in  delinquency. 

In  order  to  facilitate  the  testing  of  the  separate 
variables  which  make  up  the  model,  the  closeness  and 
preference  variables  will  first  be  utilized  alone.  Then 
the  visibility  and  responsiveness  variables  will  be  added 
separately  to  the  model.  This  procedure  will  allow  for 
an  assessment  of  the  degree  to  which  the  latter  two  vari¬ 
ables  add  to  the  predictive  capacity  of  the  model. 
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CHAPTER  II 


STUDY  DESIGN 

The  Sample 

The  respondents  investigated  in  this  study  were  sub¬ 
jects  chosen  to  take  part  in  Opportunities  For  Youth,  a 
delinquency  prevention  program  (Hackler,  1966).  During 
this  program,  data  were  obtained  on  200  boys  ranging  in  age 
from  13-15.  These  boys  were  divided  into  experimental  and 
control  groups  for  the  program,  but  in  the  present  study 
both  groups  will  be  used.  In  selecting  subjects,  an  attempt 
was  made  to  get  a  total  sample  of  all  the  boys  in  this  age 
group  who  lived  in  the  four  public  housing  projects  in 
which  the  study  took  place. 

Two  questionnaires  were  administered  to  each  of  the 
boys,  the  first  at  the  beginning  of  the  project  and  the 
second  at  its  conclusion.  In  addition  to  these  question¬ 
naires,  data  were  obtained  from  the  boys'  teachers  and  from 
police  records. 

Operationalizing  the  Model 


The  preferences  of  associates.  We  have  assumed  that 
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the  associates  of  the  boys  can  be  classified  either  as  con¬ 
ventional  or  deviant  and  that  conventional  others  will 
approve  of  conventional  behavior  and  disapprove  of  deviant 
behavior  and  that  deviant  others  will  do  just  the  reverse. 
Thus  conventional  adults  and  peers  are  assumed  to  have  a 
negative  influence  on  delinquent  behavior  while  deviant 
others  are  assumed  to  have  a  positive  influence. 

The  closeness  of  actor  and  associates.  The  ques¬ 
tionnaire  asked  direct  questions  concerning  affective  ties 
towards  parents,  conventional  peers  and  deviant  peers. 

1.  Affect  toward  parents.  The  questionnaire  included  23 
questions  (see  Appendix  A)  dealing  with  closeness  within 
the  family.  An  avera.ge  of  these  23  responses  was  used  as 
an  indicator  of  each  boy's  affect  toward  his  parents.^ 

In  working  out  the  model,  it  was  assumed  that  parents 
represent  conventional  adults.  This  assumption  is  support¬ 
ed  by  several  researchers,  among  them  Haskell  (1960)  and 
Hirschi  (1969) .  In  his  study  of  residents  of  the  Berkshire 
Home  for  Boys,  Haskell  found  that  the  boys  "spontaneously 

^Cutting  points  for  the  measures  used  in  this  study 
are  discussed  in  Appendix  A. 
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identified  the  views  of  parents  as  opposed  to  truancy, 
fighting,  stealing,  destruction,  and  other  forms  of  delin¬ 
quent  behavior"  (1960:222) .  Hirschi  found  an  inverse  rela¬ 
tionship  between  delinquency  and  affectional  identification 
with  parents  (1969:92)  and  concluded  that  "the  lower-class 
parent,  even  if  he  is  himself  committing  criminal  acts, 
does  not  publicize  this  fact  to  his  children.  Since  he  is 
as  likely  to  express  allegiance  to  the  substantive  norms  of 
middle-class  society  as  is  the  middle-class  parent,  he 
operates  to  foster  obedience  to  a  system  of  norms  to  which 
he  himself  may  not  conform"  (1969:108). 

2.  Affect  toward  conventional  peers.  To  measure  the 
closeness  between  a  boy  and  his  conventional  peers,  the 
question  was  asked; 

Now  think  of  the  three  or  four  kids  that  you 
know  who  almost  never  get  into  trouble.  Adults 
would  probably  say  these  kids  are  'OK'  or  'nice.' 

If  these  kids  were  your  friends  would  they  be 
just  about  the  way  you  wanted  them  to  be? 

Just  about  the  way  Just  about  the  oppo- 

I  want  them  to  be.  1234567  site  of  the  way  I 

want  them  to  be. 

3.  Affect  toward  deviant  peers.  To  measure  the  closeness 

between  a  boy  and  his  deviant  peers,  the  question  was  asked 

Now  think  of  the  three  or  four  kids  you  know 
who  sometimes  get  into  trouble.  Adults  would 
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say  these  kids  are  'wild'  or  maybe  even  'bad.' 

If  these  kids  were  your  close  friends  would 
they  be  just  the  way  you  would  want  them  to  be? 

Just  about  the  way  Just  about  the  oppo- 

I  want  them  to  be.  1234567  site  of  the  way  I 

want  them  to  be . 

The  visibility  of  action  to  associates.  In  testing 
the  miodel,  we  shall  assign  a  higher  visibility  to  the  boys' 
behavior  to  peers  than  to  parents.  It  seems  reasonable  to 
assume  that  the  boys  spend  more  time  with  each  other  than 
with  parents,  if  only  because  most  adolescents  are  in  school 
all  day  v/ith  their  peers.  That  this  goes  beyond  the  school 
situation  is  indicated  by  Faris  (1953)  who  cites  quotations 
from  Elmtown's  Youth  ( Hollingshead ,  1949) ,  and  Street 
Corner  Society  (Whyte,  1943)  which  indicate  how  much  of  the 
time  of  both  the  Elmtown  adolescent  and  the  Boston  corner 
boy  is  spent  in  the  company  of  peers. 

The  responsiveness  of  associates  to  actor's  behavior. 

Because  of  limitations  of  the  data,  it  is  necessary 
to  make  several  simplifying  assumptions  in  order  to  test 
this  part  of  the  model.  One  way  of  looking  at  the  per¬ 
ceived  responsiveness  of  those  around  the  boy  might  be  by 
finding  out  whether  he  has  a  favorable  or  unfavorable  opin¬ 
ion  of  himself.  Costner  (1967)  suggests  that: 
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Wien  we  say  an  actor  has  an  'unfavorable'  self  con¬ 
cept  or  holds  himself  in  low  regard,  we  are  saying 
in  effect,  that  the  actor  has  either  (a)  come  to 
expect  others  representing  the  conventional 
standards  of  the  community  to  respond  unfavorably 
to  him  no  m.atter  v/hat  he  does,  or  (b)  come  to 
assume  that  the  expectations  of  others  representing 
the  conventional  standards  of  the  community  are 
beyond  his  capacity  and  hence  eliciting  approval 
from  them  is  beyond  his  capacity.  .  .  we  may  as¬ 
sume  that  to  the  degree  that  an  actor  has  an  un¬ 
favorable  self  concept,  he  perceives  the  reaction 
of  conventional  others  to  him  to  be  rigid  ...  in 
short,  then,  the  degree  to  which  a  self  concept  is 
positive  may  be  taken  as  an  indicator  of  the  degree 
to  which  conventional  others,  and  especially  adults, 
are  'non-rigid'  or,  in  the  terminology  used  here, 

' non-responsive . ' 

Boys  with  an  unfavorable  attitude  towards  themselves  would 
thus  be  expected  to  be  less  influenced  by  the  opinions  of 
parents  than  would  boys  who  had  a  more  favorable  self  con¬ 
cept.  Note  that  it  is  not  suggested  that  a  person  with  an 
unfavorable  self  concept  expects  everyone  to  respond  nega¬ 
tively  towards  him  or  that  he  assumes  that  the  expectations 
of  all  of  his  associates  are  beyond  his  capacity.  Rather, 
the  assumption  is  that  an  unfavorable  self  concept  is  defin¬ 
ed  as  unfavorable  in  terms  of  predominant  community  stan¬ 
dards  and  that  it  is  these  standards  that  he  does  not  expect 
to  live  up  to  and  it  is  conventional  others  that  he  expects 
to  respond  negatively  no  matter  what  he  does. 

Thus  a  self  concept  question  was  used  as  an 
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indicator  of  perceived  responsiveness  of  others: 

What  about  yourself?  For  a  boy  your  age  are 
you  just  about  the  way  you  want  to  be? 

Just  about  the  way  Just  about  the  oppo- 

I  want  to  be.  1234567  site  of  the  way  I 

want  to  be . 

Since  the  linkage  abetween  the  abstract  concept  of 
responsiveness  of  others  and  the  empirical  indicator  of  self 
concept  is  admittedly  somewhat  tenuous,  a  brief  digression 
might  be  appropriate.  With  regard  to  the  concept  present¬ 
ed  here,  a  theoretical  rationale  has  been  developed  and  by 
using  this  rationale  the  particular  indicator  can  be  infer¬ 
red  from  the  theoretical  concept. 

If,  as  Sofios  (1968:219-20)  points  out,  the  ration¬ 
ale  contains  hypotheses  as  to  why  the  concept  introduced 
should  be  related  to  observable  events,  then  the  empirical 
evidence  by  which  we  judge  the  success  of  our  model  will 
also  serve  as  evidence  bearing  on  the  hypotheses  implicit  in 
the  rationale.  In  other  words,  we  are  testing  the  ration¬ 
ale  for  our  choice  of  indicators  of  the  concepts  in  our 
model  as  well  as  testing  the  hypothesis  that  the  model  will 
discriminate  between  delinquents  and  non-delinquents. 

Of  course  looking  at  the  test  procedure  from  this 
perspective  makes  evaluation  of  the  findings  somewhat  dif¬ 
ficult.  If  the  model  was  successful  in  discriminating 
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between  delinquents  and  non-delinquents  and  if  the  addition 
of  visibility  and  responsiveness  increased  the  predictive 
power  of  the  model,  then  we  would  probably  not  question  the 
hypotheses  implicit  in  connecting  the  indicators  with  the 
abstract  concepts  because  the  data  would  be  consistent  with 
the  rationale  used  in  selecting  the  indicators.  However, 
if  the  model  failed  to  discriminate  between  delinquents  and 
non-delinquents  or  if  the  addition  of  visibility  and/or 
responsiveness  failed  to  improve  the  predictive  power  of  the 
model,  then  we  are  faced  with  the  problem  of  deciding 
whether  our  lack  of  success  was  due  to  weaknesses  in  the 
theoretical  basis  for  the  model,  or  whether  it  was  due  to 
poor  indicators  of  the  abstract  concepts.  This  problem  is 
common  to  all  research,  but  is  v/orth  mentioning  here  because 
of  the  admitted  weakness  of  these  particular  indicators. 

Measures  of  Delinquency 

Rather  than  judging  the  model  on  the  basis  of  one  or 
two  measures  of  delinquency  involvement,  it  was  decided  to 
use  eight  different  measures.  It  was  recognized  that  each 
of  these  measures  has  its  own  particular  strengths  and 
weaknesses  and  it  was  hoped  that  multiple  indicators  would 
reduce  some  of  the  problems  involved  in  using  only  one  type 
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of  measure. 

1.  Self  reported  delinquency.  In  order  to  avoid  certain 
biases  inherent  in  official  delinquency  records,  a  self 
report  index  was  used.  The  index  used  (see  Appendix  A)  used 
six  items  from  the  Nye-Short  scale  (1957) ,  one  item  that 
was  used  in  their  scale  but  which  was  dropped  in  the  scal¬ 
ing  procedure,  and  two  items  added  for  the  Opportunities 
For  Youth  study.  The  nine  items  were  preceded  by  the 
question: 

How  often  have  you  done  these  things? 

2.  Perception  of  peer  behavior.  The  index  of  perception  of 
peer  behavior  used  the  same  items  that  were  used  in  the 
self  reported  delinquency  measure,  but  the  question  asked 

of  the  boys  was  changed  to: 

How  often  have  your  close  friends  done  these 
things? 

This  question  was  developed  in  accordance  with  reasoning 
first  advanced  by  the  Tobys  (1961) .  They  made  the  assump¬ 
tion,  v/hich  has  been  supported  by  Kupfer  (1966:128)  ,  that  if 
a  boy  had  no  delinquent  record  himself  but  had  delinquent 
friends,  then  he  actually  v/as  delinquent  but  had  not  been 
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3.  Police  contact  of  acquaintances.  Using  the  same  as¬ 
sumption  as  in  the  measure  of  perception  of  peer  behavior, 
the  respondent  was  asked: 

How  many  young  people  (under  21)  do  you  know 
who  have  ever  been  in  trouble  with  the  police 
for  other  than  a  traffic  violation? 

Response  categories  were  none,  one  or  two,  3  to  5 ,  6  to  10 , 

and  more  than  10 . 

4.  Court  referral  of  acquaintances.  This  measure  is  sim¬ 
ilar  to  the  measure  of  police  contact  of  acquaintances 
except  the  question  asked  was: 

How  many  young  people  (under  21)  do  you  know 
who  have  ever  been  taken  to  Juvenile  Court? 

5.  Teacher  anticipation  of  deviance.  The  boys'  teachers 
were  asked: 

^Vhat  would  you  guess  this  student’s  chances 
of  getting  into  trouble  with  the  law  in  the 
future? 

The  accuracy  of  teacher  ratings  has  been  investi¬ 
gated  by  the  researchers  such  as  Khleif  who  found  that  "such 
judgments  have  been  found  to  be  indicative  of  those  that 
are  subsequently  made  by  four  community  agencies  that  deal 
with  deviant  behavior--the  Juvenile  Court,  the  Child 
Guidance  Clinic,  and,  by  extension,  their  two  screening 
agencies:  the  Police  Youth  Bureau  and  the  Visiting 
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Teachers  Service.  This  suggests  that  teachers  do  make 
sensitive  and  reliable  observations  of  behavioral  problems." 
(1964: 279-80)  . 

6.  Police  contact  prior  to  Opportunities  For  Youth.  To 
determine  police  contacts  the  boys'  names  were  mechanical¬ 
ly  matched  with  those  in  police  files.  This  procedure  may 
have  resulted  in  an  under-reporting  of  police  contacts 
since  if  either  the  first  or  last  name  of  each  boy  was 
spelled  differently  from  the  name  in  police  records,  then 
the  match  was  not  made.  For  example,  names  like  Bill  Blake 
and  William  Blake  would  not  be  matched.  To  prevent  over¬ 
reporting  of  contacts  because  a  boy  in  the  project  had  the 
same  name  as  another  boy  v/ho  had  police  contact,  birth- 
dates  were  also  matched.  This  precaution  may  have  served 
to  eliminate  some  correct  matches  if  birthdates  were  re¬ 
corded  incorrectly. 

The  reason  police  rather  than  court  records  were  used 
is  that  they  are  more  complete  than  court  records  in  that 
many  boys  contacted  by  the  police  are  handled  in  ways 
other  than  sending  them  to  court.  The  major  disadvantage 
of  both  court  and  police  data  is  that  they  are  measuring 
the  behavior  of  an  agency  as  well  as  the  behavior  of  the 
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7.  Police  contact  during  Opportunities  For  Youth.  Police 
records  for  the  nine  month  period  of  Opportunities  For  Youth 
were  used. 

8.  Police  contact  after  Opportunities  For  Youth.  Police 
records  for  the  two  year  period  following  Opportunities  For 
Youth  were  used. 

Method  of  Testing  the  Model 

In  testing  the  model,  a  score  d  which  is  the  individu¬ 
al  ' s  score  on  the  model  will  be  calculated  for  each  of  the 
200  boys.  This  d  score  will  be  compared  with  various 
measures  of  delinquency  for  that  individual  to  see  how 
closely  the  predicted  involvement  in  delinquency  (d)  is 
associated  with  the  boy's  actual  behavior  as  measured  by 
the  various  measures  of  delinquency. 

Evaluation  of  the  model  will  be  carried  out  in  sever¬ 
al  steps.  First  of  all,  only  parts  of  the  model  will  be 
used.  Since  the  key  variables  are  those  concerning  the 
affective  ties  of  the  actor  with  his  various  associates, 
the  variables  of  preferences  of  associates  (P) ,  and  close¬ 
ness  of  actor  and  associates  (C)  will  be  examined  first. 

Each  of  the  other  variables,  visibility  of  action  to  asso¬ 
ciates  (V)  and  responsiveness  of  others  to  actor's  behavior 
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(R) ,  will  be  added  to  the  model  in  combination  with  the 
first  two  variables  to  see  if  their  addition  to  the  model 
has  any  effect  on  the  association  between  d  (the  score 
obtained  from  the  model)  and  the  delinquency  measures. 

In  accordance  with  the  rationale  discussed  above, 
weights  were  assigned  to  each  variable  used  in  the  model  in 
the  following  manner: 

Preferences  of  associates 

P  =  +  for  deviant  peer 

-  for  conventional  associate  (peer  or 

parent) 


Closeness  of  actor  and  associates 

C  =  0  for  complete  indifference  or  dislike 
of  actor  for  associate  (associate  may 
be  adult  or  peer) 

1  for  weak  positive  tie 

2  for  moderately  positive  tie 

3  for  strongly  positive  tie 

Visibility  of  action  to  associates 
V  =  1  for  adult  associate 

2  for  adolescent  associate 

Responsiveness  of  associates  to  actor's  behavior 

R  =  1  if  negative  self  concept  and  if  the  asso¬ 
ciate  is  a  conventional  adult 

2  if  moderately  positive  self  concept  and 
the  associate  is  a  conventional  adult 

OR 

if  negative  self  concept  and  the  asso¬ 
ciate  is  a  conventional  adolescent 

3  if  very  positive  self  concept  and  the 
associate  is  a  conventional  adult 

OR 

if  moderately  or  very  positive  self  con¬ 
cept  and  associate  is  a  conventional 
adolescent 
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3  regardless  of  self  concept  if  associ¬ 
ate  is  a  deviant  peer 

In  computing  the  d  score  for  each  individual  case, 
it  is  necessary  to  apply  the  P*G*V*R  formula  to  each  of  the 
boy's  associates,  i,e.,  to  conventional  adults,  convention¬ 
al  peers,  and  deviant  peers.  Scores  for  each  of  these  three 
groups  are  added  together  to  get  the  final  score  d. 

For  example,  case  #202  had  an  indifferent  affective 
tie  toward  his  parents,  a  moderately  strong  tie  to  conven¬ 
tional  adolescent  associates,  a  negative  affective  tie  to 
deviant  peers,  and  a  very  positive  self  concept.  Visibility 
is  assumed  to  be  greater  for  peers  than  it  is  for  parents. 

A  score  d  was  calculated  as  follows: 

Conventional  adults  Conventional  peers  Deviant  peers 


P  -C  •  V-R 

+ 

P -C • V-R 

+  P-C-V'R 

(-)  *0  *1' 3 

(-) •2-2*3 

(  +  )  •0-2*3 

0 

(-12) 

+  0 

-12 

A  breakdown  of  the  example  will  perhaps  illustrate 
the  process  more  clearly.  The  associates  in  the  first  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  model  were  conventional  adults,  so  the  sign  for 
P  is  {-) .  In  this  case,  the  affective  tie  was  one  of  indif¬ 
ference,  so  C  =0.  The  value  of  V  for  conventional  adults 
is  1  and,  since  the  boy  has  a  very  positive  self  concept. 
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the  value  of  R  is  3.  For  ties  to  conventional  adults,  the 
score  is  (-)  •0'i*3  =  0.  We  can  see  that  because  of  the 
multiplicative  feature  of  the  model,  where  the  affective  tie 
is  negative  or  one  of  indifference,  that  other  has  no  effect 
on  the  d  score. 

For  conventional  peers  there  is  a  moderately  posi¬ 
tive  tie  so  the  value  for  C  is  2.  According  to  the 
weighting  factors  used  the  sign  for  P  is  (-)  and  the  value 
for  V  is  2.  Since  self  concept  is  very  positive,  the  value 
for  R  is  3.  For  ties  to  conventional  peers,  then,  the  score 
is  (-) •2-2-3  =  -12. 

For  deviant  peers,  there  was  a  negative  tie  so  the 
value  for  C  is  0.  Using  the  weighting  factors  for  deviant 
peers,  the  sign  for  P  is  (+)  and  the  value  for  V  is  2. 

Since  self  concept  is  very  positive,  the  value  for  R  is  3. 
For  ties  to  deviant  peers  the  score  is  (+) ♦0*2*3  =  0. 

After  scores  were  computed  for  each  of  these  three 
groups  of  associates,  a  d  score  was  computed  by  adding  to¬ 
gether  each  of  these  scores.  Thus  the  d  score  for  each  boy 
gives  us  the  total  effect  on  delinquent  behavior  of  his 
affective  ties  with  conventional  adults  (parents) ,  conven¬ 
tional  peers,  and  deviant  peers. 
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After  a  d  score  was  computed  for  each  of  the  200 
cases,  a  distribution  of  these  scores  was  set  up  which  rank¬ 
ed  the  scores  from  high  to  low.  The  distribution  was 
divided  into  two  groups,  one  of  high  d  scores,  the  other  of 
low  d  scores. 

The  delinquency  scores  were  also  dichotomized  and 
gamma  (Costner,  1965)  was  computed  to  give  a  measure  of  the 
association  between  the  d  score  given  by  the  model  and  the 
boys '  involvement  in  delinquency  according  to  each  of  the 
eight  indicators  used. 


2 

Analysis  was  also  carried  out  with  the  groups 
divided  into  high,  medium,  and  low  d  scores.  The  results 
were  very  similar  to  those  obtained  with  only  categories  of 
high  and  low,  so  only  those  results  will  be  discussed  here. 


CBiAPTER  III 


FINDINGS  AND  DISCUSSION 

Evaluation  of  the  Model 

In  order  to  determine  the  impact  of  each  of  the  vari¬ 
ables  the  model  was  first  tested  using  only  preference  of 
associates  and  closeness  of  actor  and  associates.  It  was 
necessary  to  use  both  of  these  since  preference  of  associ¬ 
ates  refers  to  the  expected  direction  (rather  than  strength) 
of  the  influence  of  actor's  associates  and  cannot  really  be 
tested  except  in  combination  with  one  or  more  of  the  other 
variables.  Visibility  of  actions  to  associates  and 
responsiveness  of  associates  to  actor's  behavior  were  added 
separately,  and  finally  the  complete  model  was  tested. 

Table  1  gives  the  results  of  the  test  using  only  the 
variables  of  preference  and  closeness  of  associates.  The 
association  is  strongest  between  the  score  computed  from  the 
model  and  self  reported  delinquency,  with  32.7%  of  the  boys 
with  high  d  scores  reporting  themselves  as  having  been  in¬ 
volved  in  delinquency  while  only  15.6%  of  those  boys  having 
low  d  scores  reported  themselves  delinquent.  The  associa¬ 
tions  were  all  positive,  indicating  that  the  relationships 
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were  in  the  sarae  direction  for  each  of  the  indicators,  and 
ranged  from  .17  for  police  contact  during  the  Opportunities 
For  Youth  project  to  .45  for  self  reported  delinquency. 

Very  similar  results  are  shov/n  in  Table  2  which 
gives  the  results  of  the  test  using  visibility  of  actions 
to  associates  as  well  as  preference  and  closeness  of  those 
associates.  In  Table  2,  the  associations  are  once  again 
all  in  a  positive  direction,  ranging  from  .11  for  police 
contact  prior  to  Opportunities  For  Youth  to  .47  for  self 
reported  delinquency.  Apparently,  addition  of  visibility 
has  not  increased  the  ability  of  the  model  to  predict 
delinquency. 

Table  3  shows  the  results  of  the  test  when  respon¬ 
siveness  of  associates  to  actor's  behavior  is  added  to 
preference  and  closeness  of  associates.  Once  again,  the 
results  are  very  similar  to  those  reported  in  Table  1. 

All  associations  are  positive  and  range  from  .05  for  police 
contact  during  the  Opportunities  For  Youth  project  to  .47 
for  self  reported  delinquency. 

When  the  complete  model--including  preference  and 
closeness,  visibility,  and  responsiveness  of  others--is 
tested  (Table  4) ,  the  results  are  similar  to  those  shown 
in  Tables  1-3,  though  the  association  between  the  d  score 
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and  self  reported  delinquency  has  increased  to  .52.  The 
associations  ranged  from  .05  for  police  contact  before  the 
Opportunities  For  Youth  project  to  .52  for  self  reported 
delinquency . 

These  results  indicate  that  for  self  reported  delin¬ 
quency  at  least,  the  affective  ties  model  is  moderately 
effective  in  predicting  delinquency  involvement.  However, 
adding  visibility  of  actor's  behavior  to  his  associates  and 
the  responsiveness  of  those  associates  to  actor's  behavior 
to  the  basic  variables  of  preference  and  closeness  has  very 
little  effect  on  the  predictive  power  of  the  model.  When 
we  try  to  determine  some  of  the  reasons  for  this,  we  see 
that  several  alternate  explanations  are  possible. 

First  of  all,  with  reference  to  visibility,  it  is 
possible  that  the  rationale  underlying  the  model  is  incor¬ 
rect  and  that  visibility  of  one's  behavior  to  one's  refer¬ 
ence  others  does  not  affect  that  behavior.  An  alternative 
explanation,  which  is  consistent  with  our  rationale,  is 
given  by  Hirschi.  He  found  that  "virtual  supervision"  of 
the  boys  in  his  study  by  their  parents  was  such  that  "child¬ 
ren  who  perceive  their  parents  as  unaware  of  their  wherea¬ 
bouts  are  highly  likely  to  have  committed  delinquent  acts" 
(1969:89) .  Thus  it  is  the  boy's  perception  that  his 
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parents  are  aware  of  his  activities  and  not  the  actual 
visibility  of  his  behavior  that  is  important.  Hirschi  also 
found  that  the  majority  of  the  boys  in  his  sample  were  well 
supervised  according  to  this  measure,  but  those  who  were 
not  were  very  likely  to  have  been  involved  in  delinquency. 
It  appears  then,  that  the  use  of  visibility  in  the  affec¬ 
tive  ties  model  may  have  been  on  the  right  track,  but  that 
much  more  is  entailed  than  just  the  actual  visibility  of 
the  boys'  behavior. 

In  connection  with  the  variable  responsiveness  of 
others  it  was  argued  that  the  test  of  the  model  would  also 
serve  as  a  test  of  the  rationale  used  in  deriving  the  vari¬ 
ous  indicators  of  the  concepts  used  in  the  model.  Thus 
failure  of  this  or  any  other  variable  to  add  to  the  pre¬ 
dictive  power  of  the  model  can  be  attributed  either  to 
weaknesses  in  the  theory  underlying  the  model  or  to  inade¬ 
quacies  in  the  rationale  used  in  selecting  indicators  of 
the  variables  used  in  the  model.  There  has  been  a  great 
deal  of  empirical  support  for  various  interpretations  of 
differential  association  theory,  and  since  the  affective 
ties  model  is  consistent  with  that  perspective,  we  might 
look  at  the  particular  indicators  selected  rather  than  for 
weaknesses  in  the  underlying  theory.  For  example,  in 
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linking  responsiveness  of  others  with  the  self  concept  in¬ 
dicator,  the  assumption  was  made  that  an  unfavorable  self 
concept  is  defined  as  unfavorable  in  terms  of  predominant 
community  standards,  that  it  is  these  standards  that  the 
boy  does  not  expect  to  live  up  to,  and  that  it  is  conven¬ 
tional  others  that  he  expects  to  respond  negatively  no 
matter  what  he  does.  Research  into  the  self-evaluation  of; 
delinquents  done  by  Hall  (1966)  does  not  support  this 
assumption.  He  found  that  "increasing  the  delinquency 
orientation  will  have  the  effect  of  raising  the  level  of 
self-evaluation"  (1966:  156)  .  In  Hall's  study,  59%  of  those 
boys  with  a  high  delinquency  orientation  had  a  high  level 
of  self-evaluation  while  only  35%  of  the  boys  with  a  low 
delinquency  orientation  had  a  high  level  of  self-evaluation. 
This  suggests  that  a  different  indicator  of  responsiveness 
of  others  would  be  required  if  the  model  were  to  be  given 
a  fair  test. 

Another  possible  source  of  error  may  have  been  in 
the  weighting  used  in  testing  the  model.  There  was  theo¬ 
retical  justification  for  the  relative  weighting  factors 
used  in  operationalizing  each  of  the  variables  in  the 
model,  but  there  was  of  necessity  a  certain  degree  of  arbi¬ 
trariness  involved  in  selecting  the  exact  values  to  be 
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assigned.  For  example,  even  though  evidence  may  strongly 
support  the  notion  that  a  strongly  positive  tie  to  a  parent 
or  peer  has  a  greater  effect  on  a  boy's  behavior  than  does 
a  weak  positive  tie,  there  is  nothing  that  tells  us  that 
the  effect  will  be  precisely  three  times  as  great.  Thus 
all  of  the  variables  used  in  the  model  are  affected  some¬ 
what  by  the  necessity  of  assigning  differential  weights. 

Even  if  "precise"  weights  had  been  used,  any  improvement  in 
prediction  might  have  been  hidden  by  the  rather  crude 
dichotomizing  procedure  employed  in  ranking  the  boys '  d 
scores . 

Association  Between  Delinquency  Measures 

Table  5  shows  the  correlations  between  the  various 
delinquency  measures  used.  All  of  the  correlations  are 
positive  and  most  are  below  .50.  There  are  several  clust¬ 
ers,  such  as  those  between  the  various  police  contact 
measures;  between  court  referral  of  acquaintances  and  police 
contact  of  acquaintances;  and  between  self  report  and  per¬ 
ception  of  peer  behavior.  In  each  of  these  clusters  there 
is  a  similarity  in  operational  indicators  which  may  have  led 
to  abnormally  high  relationships.  The  relatively  weak  rela¬ 
tionships  betv/een  the  rest  of  the  indicators  suggests  either 
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that  the  indicators  are  measuring  different  things~-that 
there  is  no  underlying  continuum  of  delinquency  involve- 
ment--or  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  measurement  error 
in  these  indicators.  In  either  case,  the  use  of  multiple 
indicators  which  are  only  weakly  related  has  provided  a 
rather  demanding  test  of  the  model. 

Tables  1-4  show  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  vari¬ 
ation  in  the  success  of  the  model  depending  on  which  of 
the  delinquency  indicators  is  used.  Self  reported  delin¬ 
quency  consistently  gives  the  most  favorable  results  while 
police  contacts  before  and  during  the  project  (both  of  which 
covered  relatively  short  periods  of  time)  were  the  least 
favorable.  Without  becoming  involved  in  the  controversy 
over  the  relative  merits  of  self  reported  versus  official 
measures  of  delinquency  (c.f.  Hackler  and  Lautt,  1969)  the 
fact  that  self  report  tries  to  get  at  the  behavior  of  the 
individual  rather  than  at  the  behavior  of  agencies  such  as 
the  courts  or  the  police  suggests  that  self  report  might  be 
the  most  appropriate  measure  to  use  in  this  particular 
study.  The  fact  that  police  contacts  for  the  two  years 
after  the  project  give  the  next  most  favorable  results  in¬ 
dicates,  hov/ever,  that  the  success  of  the  model  is  not 
limited  only  to  prediction  of  delinquency  involvement  as 
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measured  by  self  report. 

Comparison  of  the  Affective  Ties  Model  with 
Differential  Association  and  Control  Theory 

In  an  earlier  chapter,  the  linkage  between  different¬ 
ial  association  (or  at  least  one  interpretation  of  dif¬ 
ferential  association)  and  control  theory  was  discussed. 

As  it  has  been  conventionally  treated,  differential  asso¬ 
ciation  theory  has  emphasized  the  effect  on  delinquency 
involvement  of  ties  to  deviant  peers.  Control  theory,  on 
the  other  hand,  regards  ties  to  any  group  of  associates-- 
regardless  of  that  group’s  preferences — as  delinquency- 
inhibiting.  The  affective  ties  model  essentially  combines 
these  two  perspectives  and  views  ties  to  conventional  asso¬ 
ciates  as  mitigating  against  delinquency  involvement  and 
ties  to  deviant  peers  as  being  conducive  to  delinquency 
involvement . 

Tables  6-10  allow  us  to  compare  these  three  ways  of 
trying  to  predict  delinquency.  In  this  set  of  tables,  the 
affective  ties  model  has  been  simplified  so  as  to  include 
only  the  variables  of  closeness  and  preference,  and  only 
the  self  reported  delinquency  measure  is  used  as  this  is 
the  "best"  of  the  delinquency  indicators. 
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Table  6  looks  at  self  reported  delinquency  control¬ 
ling  for  strength  of  ties  to  each  of  deviant  peers,  con¬ 
ventional  peers,  and  parents.  Ties  to  both  sets  of  con¬ 
ventional  associates  discriminated  fairly  well  between 
delinquents  and  non-delinquents  but,  rather  surprisingly, 
ties  to  deviant  peers  did  rather  poorly  as  a  predictor  of 
delinquency  involvement.  While  24%  of  those  with  weak  or 
nonexistent  ties  to  deviant  peers  were  delinquent,  only 
26.6%  of  those  boys  having  moderate  or  strong  ties  to 
deviant  peers  were  delinquent.  Not  only  is  this  finding 
inconsistent  with  much  of  the  research  that  has  been  done 
based  on  differential  association  theory,  it  also  conflicts 

with  findings  obtained  from  a  study  done  using  another 

0 

group  of  boys  involved  in  the  Opportunities  For  Youth  pro¬ 
ject  (Hackler,  et  al,  1970) .  The  effects  of  this  upon  the 
present  study  will  be  briefly  discussed  below. 

While  Table  6  looked  at  each  group  of  associates  in¬ 
dividually,  in  Tables  7-9  we  are  concerned  with  combina¬ 
tions  of  two  groups  of  associates.  Table  7,  v/hich  shows 
the  relationship  between  ties  to  parents  and  to  convention¬ 
al  peers  and  involvement  in  delinquency,  provides  strong 
support  for  the  control  theory  perspective.  As  would  be 
predicted  on  the  basis  of  control  theory,  43.5%  of  those 
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boys  having  weak  or  nonexistent  ties  with  both  conven¬ 
tional  peers  and  parents  were  delinquent  while  only  16.8% 
of  those  boys  having  moderate  or  strong  ties  with  both  con¬ 
ventional  peers  and  parents  were  delinquent.  For  the  two 
groups  of  boys  having  moderate  or  strong  ties  to  one  set  of 
associates  and  weak  ties  to  the  other,  the  percentage  in¬ 
volved  in  delinquency  was  almost  identical--25 . 6%  and  25.9% 
This  table  indicates  rather  clearly  the  impact  on  delinquen 
cy  involvement  of  the  lack  of  ties  to  the  conventional 
order . 

Tables  8  and  9  do  not  show  the  same  sort  of  inter¬ 
action  between  strengths  of  ties  to  each  of  two  groups  of 
associates  and  delinquency  involvement  that  is  found  in 
Table  7.  This  is  due,  at  least  in  part,  to  the  very  small 
difference  accounted  for  by  ties  to  deviant  peers. 

Table  10,  which  looks  simultaneously  at  ties  to 
parents  and  to  both  conventional  and  deviant  peers,  allows 
us  to  compare  the  affective  ties  model  with  control  theory 
and  differential  association  theory.  According  to  control 
theory,  boys  who  have  no  strong  ties  to  any  group  of  asso¬ 
ciates  are  the  most  likely  to  become  delinquent.  Thus  if 
we  could  show  that  ties  to  deviant  peers  increase  the  like¬ 


lihood  of  involvement  in  delinquency  among  those  with  weak 
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or  nonexistent  ties  to  conventional  others,  the  value  of 
modifying  control  theory  to  take  into  account  the  prefer¬ 
ences  of  a  boy's  associates  would-be  indicated. 

In  most  interpretations  of  differential  association 
theory,  ties  to  deviant  peers  is  seen  as  the  crucial  vari¬ 
able  in  predicting  delinquency  involvement.  If  it  could  be 
shown  that  a  lack  of  ties  to  conventional  associates  in¬ 
creases  the  likelihood  of  delinquency  involvement  among 
those  who  have  affective  ties  to  deviant  peers--a  modifica¬ 
tion  which  is,  as  mentioned  above,  consistent  with  Suther¬ 
land's  reasoning--then  once  again  we  would  have  support  for 
the  affective  ties  model. 

Looking  at  Table  10,  we  would  predict  from  control 
theory  that  involvement  in  delinquency  would  be  greatest 
among  those  boys  with  no  ties  to  any  of  the  three  groups  of 
associates.  This  prediction  is  not  supported  by  the  data. 
Instead,  the  prediction  made  by  the  affective  ties  model-- 
that  boys  with  weak  or  nonexistent  ties  to  conventional 
associates  but  who  have  moderate  or  strong  ties  to  deviant 
peers  would  be  most  involved  in  delinquency--is  supported. 
Forty-tv/o  and  nine-tenths  percent  of  those  with  weak  or 
nonexistent  ties  to  any  of  the  three  groups  of  associates 
and  20%  of  those  v/ith  moderate  or  strong  ties  to  all  three 
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groups  report  themselves  as  delinquent,  a  difference  of 
22.9%.  Of  those  boys  with  weak  ties  to  conventional  asso¬ 
ciates  but  with  moderate  or  strong  ties  to  deviant  peers, 
58.3%  are  delinquent  while  of  those  with  weak  ties  to 
deviant  peers  and  moderate  or  strong  ties  to  conventional 
associates  only  15.2%  are  delinquent,  a  difference  of 
43.1%. 

In  order  to  compare  affective  ties  with  differential 
association,  we  must  look  at  Tables  6  and  10.  Cells  a  and 
b  of  Table  6  comipare  the  self  reported  delinquency  of  those 
boys  who  have  moderate  or  strong  ties  to  deviant  peers  with 
boys  having  weak  or  non-existent  ties.  The  results  show 

2 

very  little  dif f erence--only  2.6%  between  the  two  groups. 
This  provides  very  little  support  for  the  interpretation  of 
differential  association  discussed  here.  When  we  turn  to 
Table  10,  however,  we  see  that  those  individuals  who  have 
ties  to  deviant  peers  but  not  to  conventional  peers  or 


As  mentioned  above,  this  small  difference  is  incon¬ 
sistent  with  much  of  the  research  on  the  influence  of  devi¬ 
ant  peers  on  delinquent  behavior.  However,  even  if  the  re¬ 
sults-  had  shown  a  greater  difference  between  the  two  groups, 
the  substantive  conclusions  of  this  study  would  probably 
have  been  the  same  as  we  would  expect  that  the  difference 
in  delinquency  involvement  between  those  who  have  ties  to 
deviant  peers  and  not  to  conventional  associates  and  those 
who  have  ties  to  conventional  associates  and  not  to  devi¬ 
ant  peers  would  also  be  greater. 
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adults  are  the  most  delinquent  (58.3%) ,  while  those  who  have 
ties  to  conventional  peers  and  adults  but  not  to  deviant 
peers  are  the  least  delinquent  (15.2%)  — a  difference  of 
43.1%.  Thus  for  the  present  data  at  least,  ties  to  deviant 
peers  are  not  in  themselves  good  predictors  of  delinquency, 
though  in  the  absence  of  ties  to  conventional  adults  and 
peers,  ties  to  deviant  peers  seem  to  be  quite  conducive  to 
delinquency  involvement. 
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CHAPTER  IV 


SUMIARY  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

Review  of  the  Findings 

This  study  reported  the  test  of  a  delinquency  theory 
developed  by  Costner  (1967)  .  A  predictive  model  based  on 
the  four  variables  of  this  theory--preferences  of  associ¬ 
ates,  closeness  of  actor  and  associate,  visibility  of  action 
to  associates,  and  the  responsiveness  of  associates  to 
actor's  behavior--was  tested  on  a  group  of  200  boys 
between  the  ages  of  13  and  15  who  lived  in  four  public 
housing  projects  in  Seattle. 

In  testing  the  affective  ties  model,  a  score  was 
calculated  for  each  of  the  boys  based  on  his  ties  to  con¬ 
ventional  adults  (parents) ,  conventional  peers,  and  devi¬ 
ant  peers.  This  score,  which  was  in  a  sense  a  prediction 
about  whether  or  not  the  boy  was  involved  in  delinquency, 
was  compared  with  eight  different  indicators  of  the  boy's 
delinquency  involvement. 

The  model  was  moderately  successful  in  different¬ 
iating  between  delinquents  and  non-delinquents.  Generally, 
the  association  (gamma)  between  the  delinquency  score 
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obtained  from  the  model  and  the  individuals'  involvement  in 
delinquency  ranged  from  ,15  to  .50  depending  upon  which 
delinquency  measure  was  used.  All  associations  were  in  the 
predicted  direction  regardless  of  the  measure  of  delin¬ 
quency.  The  predictive  power  of  the  model  was  not  increased 
when  the  variables  of  visibility  and  responsiveness  were 
added  to  preference  and  closeness  of  associates.  Possible 
reasons  for  this  were  discussed. 

A  second  step  in  the  analysis  involved  comparing  the 
affective  ties  model  with  differential  association  theory 
and  control  theory.  The  data  showed  that  neither  of  the 
more  traditional  approaches  was  as  successful  as  the  af¬ 
fective  ties  model  in  predicting  delinquency  involvement. 
Thus  the  present  study  demonstrates  the  value  of  linking 
differential  association  and  control  theory  so  that  the 
effects  of  ties  to  each  of  deviant  peers,  conventional 
peers,  and  conventional  adults  and  the  preferences  of  each 
of  these  groups  are  all  taken  into  account. 

This  convergence  of  the  two  perspectives  is  not 
really  inconsistent  with  either  Sutherland's  original 
formulation  of  differential  association  or  Hirschi's  state¬ 
ment  of  control  theory.  Sutherland  spoke  of  delinquency 
occurring  when  there  was  "an  excess  of  definitions 
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favorable  to  violation  of  the  law  over  definitions  unfavor¬ 
able  to  violation  of  the  law"  (Sutherland  and  Cressey,  1966: 
81-82) .  Thus,  implicitly  at  least,  he  recognized  the 
importance  of  ties  to  conventional  associates  as  well  as 
to  deviant  peers.  Something  of  a  revision  in  control  the¬ 
ory  is  needed  in  order  to  account  for  the  finding  that  ties 
to  deviant  peers  are  conducive  to  involvement  in  delinquen¬ 
cy.  This  has  been  recognized  by  Hirschi  who  concluded  that 
his  formulation  of  control  theory  had  "underestimated  the 
importance  of  delinquent  friends"  (1969:230). 

Hirschi  found  that  in  his  sample  there  was  no  sub¬ 
culture  of  delinquency  with  strong  bonds  between  the  members 
and  that  relationships  between  delinquents  are  relatively 
hostile  and  distrustful.  The  data  reported  here  give  no 
reason  to  question  this  and,  even  though  Hirschi 's  find¬ 
ings  call  into  question  some  interpretations  of  differential 
association,  they  do  not  conflict  with  the  model  developed 
here.  Rather  than  postulating  a  strong  moral  community 
which  pressures  the  boy  into  committing  delinquent  acts  we 
might  suggest,  in  keeping  with  control  theory,  that 
delinquents  may  have  the  same  beliefs  as  do  conventional 
adolescents,  but  that  contact  with  deviant  peers  might  make 
delinquency  involvement  more  likely  among  those  who  have 
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only  weak  ties  to  the  conventional  order.  For  example,  in 
the  case  of  a  delinquent  activity  such  as  heroin  use,  it 
may  be  that  those  who  engage  in  such  activities  do  not  have 
ties  (or  bonds,  to  use  the  language  of  control  theory)  to 
conventional  society.  However,  because  of  the  need  to 
learn  the  techniques  of  using  the  drug  and  in  order  to 
obtain  the  drug,  some  sort  of  ties  to  deviant  peers  are 
required.  In  this  example,  and  in  the  case  of  other  sorts 
of  delinquent  acts,  it  is  not  necessary  to  view  the 
adolescent  as  being  pushed  into  delinquency  by  a  group  of 
delinquent  peers,  but  merely  that  for  an  adolescent  who 
does  not  have  strong  ties  to  the  conventional  order,  ties 
to  deviant  peers  may  facilitate  involvement  in  delinquency. 

Directions  of  Future  Research 

As  DeFleur  and  Quinney  (1966)  ably  demonstrate,  dif¬ 
ferential  association  can  be  derived  from  postulates  of  a 
more  general  learning  theory.  We  can  view  Glaser's  arti¬ 
cle  on  differential  identification  theory  (1956)  and 
Burgess'  and  Akers'  discussion  of  differential  association- 
reinforcement  theory  (1966)  as  attempts  to  specify  or  to 
modify  Sutherland's  conception  of  how  criminal  behavior-- 
and  by  implication  other  kinds  of  behavior--come  to  be 
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learned.  No  data  are  available  in  the  present  study  to 
investigate  either  of  these  theories  so  they  will  receive 
only  brief  mention  here. 

Glaser  says  that  Sutherland  himself  emphasized  the 
importance  of  differential  identification  rather  than  just 
differential  contact  and  he  (Glaser)  sought  to  clarify  dif¬ 
ferential  association  by  reconceptualizing  the  theory  "in 
role-taking  imagery,  drawing  heavily  on  Mead  as  well  as  on 
later  refinements  of  role  theory"  (1956:440) .  Basically, 
differential  identification  theory  states  that  "a  person 
pursues  criminal  behavior  to  the  extent  that  he  identifies 
himself  with  real  or  imaginary  persons  from  whose  perspec¬ 
tive  his  criminal  behavior  seems  acceptable"  (1956:440) . 
Hall's  study  of  delinquency  identification  and  self- 
evaluation  (1966)  provides  empirical  support  for  this  the¬ 
ory.  He  found  that  "the  greater  the  involvement  /in 
delinquency/  as  measured  by  adjudication  criteria  the  more 
likely  one  is  dealing  with  the  types  who  have  stronger 
degrees  of  delinquent  identification"  (1966:157). 

Though  not  explicitly  referring  to  affective  ties 
theory,  Glaser  suggests  that  the  predictive  value  of  the 
importance  of  social  relationships  "may  be  that  warm  rela¬ 
tionships  inside  the  family  strengthen  the  identifications 
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with  it"  (1956:443) .  We  would  suggest  that  any  future 
tests  of  affective  ties  theory  examine  the  identification 
of  the  boys  with  their  various  reference  others  in  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  affective  ties  and  delinquency  operates  in  the  man¬ 
ner  suggested  by  Glaser. 

The  other  extension  of  differential  association 

which  is  worthy  of  mention  here  is  the  Burgess  and  Akers 

differential  association-reinforcement  theory.  They  seek 

\ 

to  modify  the  Sutherland  theory  to  take  into  account 
principles  of  modern  learning  theory,  a  modification  they 
feel  will  make  differential  association  both  more  sophisti¬ 
cated  and  more  testable.  In  relating  affective  ties  theory 
to  this  perspective,  one  would  have  to  try  to  determine  how 
positive  and  negative  reinforcement  on  the  part  of  a  boy's 
reference  others  operate  in  the  process  of  learning  crimi¬ 
nal  or  non-criminal  patterns  of  behavior. 
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The  following  items  were  taken  from  Dr.  Hackler's  question¬ 
naire  given  to  the  Seattle  boys  who  were  involved  in  the 
Opportunities  For  Youth  project. 


The  following  questions  are  about  you  and  your  parents. 

If  your  answer  to  the  question  is  yes,  circle  (1) ,  if  your 
answer  is  no,  circle  (2)  . 

Yes  No 

1.  Do  you  enjoy  telling  your  parents  about 

your  good  times? .  1  2 

2.  Do  you  enjoy  talking  over  your  plans  with 

your  parents?  .  1  2 

3.  Is  it  true  that  what  your  parents  don't 

know  about  what  you  do  won't  hurt  them?  .  1  2 

4.  Do  you  enjoy  doing  extra  things  you  don't 

have  to  do  to  please  your  parents?  ....  1  2 

5.  Do  you  tell  your  parents  when  you  get  into 

some  kind  of  trouble? .  1  2 

6.  Do  you  often  feel  angry  at  your  parents?  .  1  2 

7.  In  general,  do  you  feel  that  you  get  a 

"square  deal"  with  your  parents? .  1  2 

8.  Do  you  think  "Oh  what's  the  use"  after  you 
have  tried  to  explain  to  your  parents 

about  something  you've  done?  .  1  2 

9.  Are  you  interested  in  what  your  parents 

think  about  you? .  1  2 

10.  Are  your  parents  interested  in  what  you  do?  1  2 

11.  Do  your  parents  encourage  you  to  dis¬ 
cuss  your  problems  with  them? .  1  2 
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Yes  No 

12.  Do  your  parents  make  fun  of  your 

ideas?  .  .....  1  2 

13.  Have  you  ever  felt  ashamed  of  your 

parents? .  1  2 

14.  If  it  were  possible  to  change  real  parents 
into  ideal  parents,  would  you  change  your 

parents? .  1  2 

15.  Do  you  think  your  parents  have  your  best 

interests  at  heart? .  1  2 

16.  Do  your  parents  show  more  interest  in 
your  brothers  and  sisters  than  they 

show  in  you? .  1  2 

17.  Do  other  parents  show  more  interest  in 

their  children  than  yours  show  in  you?  .  .  1  2 

18.  Do  your  parents  praise  you  when  you  do 

your  work  well? .  1  2 

19.  Do  your  parents  ever  seem  to  wish  you 

were  a  different  sort  of  person? .  1  2 

20 .  Do  you  think  your  parents  try  to  under¬ 
stand  your  problems  and  worries? .  1  2 

21.  Do  your  parents  punish  you  when  you 

don't  deserve  it? .  1  2 

22.  Does  your  family  do  anything  special 

for  your  birthday? .  1  2 

23.  Does  your  family  give  you  birthday 

presents? .  1  2 

After  reversing  some  of  the  items  to  make  the  order¬ 
ing  consistent  the  scores  were  added  together  and  a  mean 
score  was  computed.  Individuals  with  a  mean  score  of  1.5 
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and  below  were  said  not  to  be  closely  tied  to  their  par¬ 
ents,  those  scoring  1.6  were  weakly  tied,  those  scoring 
1.7  and  1.8  were  moderately  tied,  and  those  scoring  1.9  to 
2.0  were  strongly  tied. 


How  often  have  you  done  these  things?  Circle  the  number  of 
your  answer.^ 

Often  Sometimes  Never 


Drive  a  car  without  a  drivers' 

license .  1  2 

Skip  school  without  an  excuse  ...  1  2 

Disobey  parents'  authority  (to 

their  face) .  1  2 

Take  little  things  that  do  not 

belong  to  you  (worth  less  than  $2) .  1  2 

Buy  or  drink  beer,  wine,  or  liquor 

(Including  drinking  at  home)  ...  1  2 

Run  away  from  home . 1  2 

To  on  purpose  damage  or  destroy 

things  that  do  not  belong  to  you.  .  1  2 

Threatening  kids  for  money  ....  1  2 

Beating  up  on  kids  who  haven't  done 

anything  to  you .  1  2 


3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 


^Of  the  above  items,  the  first  5  items  and  the 
seventh  item  were  from  the  Nye  Short  (1957)  scale  and  the 
sixth  item  was  used  by  them  but  was  dropped  in  the  scaling 
procedure.  The  last  two  were  added  for  the  OFY  study. 
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How  often  have  your  close  friends  done  these  things? 
Circle  the  number  of  your  answer. 


Often  Sometimes  Never 


Drive  a  car  without  a  drivers' 
license  . 

Skip  school  without  an  excuse  .  .  . 

Disobey  parents'  authority  (to 
their  face)  . 

Take  little  things  that  do  not 
belong  to  you  (worth  less  than 

$2) . 


12  3 

12  3 

12  3 

12  3 


Buy  or  drink  beer,  wine,  or  liquor 

(Including  drinking  at  home) ....  1  2  3 


To  on  purpose  damage  or  destroy 

things  that  do  not  belong  to  you.  .1  2  3 

Threatening  kids  for  money  ....  1  2  3 

Beating  up  on  kids  who  haven't 

done  anything  to  you .  1  2  3 


What  about  yourself?  For  a  boy  your  age,  are  you  just 
about  the  way  you  want  to  be? 

Just  about  the  way  Just  about  the  oppo- 

I  want  to  be.  1234567  site  of  the  way  I  v/ant 

to  be . 

Responses  were  coded  as  follows: 

1-2  Strongly  positive  self-concept  (associates 
very  responsive) 

3-4  Moderately  positive  self-concept 
5-7  Negative  self-concept  (associates  very  un¬ 
responsive)  . 
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How  many  young  people  (under  21)  do  you  know  who  have  ever 
been  in  trouble  with  the  police  for  other  than  a  traffic 


violation? 

None  . .  1 

1  or  2  .  2 

3  to  5  .  3 

6  to  10  ........  4 


More  than  10  . . ♦  5 

How  many  young  people  (under  21)  do  you  know  who  have  ever 
been  taken  to  Juvenile  Court? 


None  .  1 

1  or  2  .  2 

3  to  5  . .  .  3 

6  to  10  ........  4 


More  than  10  ...  5 

Now  think  of  the  three  or  four  kids  you  know  who  sometimes 
get  into  trouble.  Adults  would  say  these  kids  are  "wild"  or 
maybe  even  "bad."  If  these  kids  were  your  close  friends 
would  they  be  just  the  way  you  want  them  to  be? 

Just  about  the  way  Just  about  the  oppo- 

I  want  them  to  be.  1234567  site  of  the  way  I  want 

them  to  be . 

Responses  were  coded  as  follows: 

1  Close  affective  tie 

2  Moderate  affective  tie 

3  Weak  affective  tie 

4-7  Indifferent  or  negative  affective  tie. 


Now  think  of  the  three  or  four  kids  you  know  who  almost 
never  get  into  trouble.  Adults  would  probably  say  these 
kids  are  "OK"  or  "nice."  If  these  kids  were  your  friends 
v/ould  they  be  just  about  the  way  you  would  want  them  to  be? 

Just  about  the  way  Just  about  the  oppo- 

I  want  them  to  be.  1234567  site  of  the  way  I  want 

them  to  be . 
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Responses  were  coded  as  follows: 

1  Close  affective  tie 

2  Moderate  affective  tie 

3  Weak  affective  tie 

4-7  Indifferent  or  negative 


affective  tie. 
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Table  1 

Test  of  Affective  Ties  Model  Using  Preference  of 
Associates  and  Closeness 


Measure  of 
Delinquency 

High  d 

Score 

Low  d 

Score 

Gamma 

Self  Report 

32.7% 

(36  of  110) 

15.6% 

(14  of  90) 

.45 

Perception  of 
peer  behavior 

42.7% 

(47  of  110) 

32.2% 

(29  of  90) 

.  22 

Police  contact 
acquaintances 

67.3% 

(74  of  110) 

58.4% 

(52  of  89) 

.19 

Court  referral 
acquaintances 

62.7% 

(69  of  110) 

54.4% 

(49  of  90) 

.17 

Teacher  rating 

55.5% 

(60  of  108) 

39 . 3% 

(35  of  89) 

.  32 

Police  contact 
before  7/64 

43.6% 

(48  of  110) 

34.8% 

(31  of  89) 

.18 

Police  contact 
7/64  to  3/65 

18 . 2% 

(20  of  110) 

13.6% 

(12  of  88) 

.17 

Police  contact 

1965-67 

35.8% 

(39  of  109) 

23.6% 

(21  of  89) 

.  29 

Note:  Table  indicates  percent  delinquent  by  each  measure 

of  delinquency. 
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Table  2 

Test  of  Affective  Ties  Model  Using  Preference  of 
Associates,  Closeness,  and  Visibility 


Measure  of 
Delinquency 

High  d 

Score 

Low  d 

Score 

Gamma 

Self  Report 

33.7% 

(35  of  104) 

15.6% 

(15  of  96) 

.47 

Perception  of 
peer  behavior 

43.3% 

(45  of  104) 

32.3% 

(31  of  96) 

.23 

Police  contact 
acquaintances 

67.3% 

(70  of  104) 

58.9% 

(56  of  95) 

.18 

Court  referral 
acquaintances 

63.4% 

(66  of  104) 

54.2% 

(52  of  96) 

.19 

Teacher  rating 

55.9% 

(57  of  102) 

40.0% 

(38  of  95) 

.  32 

Police  contact 
before  7/64 

42.3% 

(44  of  104) 

36.8% 

(35  of  95) 

.11 

Police  contact 
7/64  to  3/65 

18.3% 

(19  of  104) 

13.8% 

(13  of  94) 

.16 

Police  contact 

1965-67 

36.9% 

(38  of  103) 

24.2% 

(23  of  95) 

.  29 

Note : 


Table  indicates  percent  delinquent  by  each  measure 
of  delinquency. 
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Table  3 

Test  of  Affective  Ties  Model  Using  Preference  of 
Associates,  Closeness,  and  Responsiveness 

of  Associates 


Measure  of 
Delinquency 

High  d 

Score 

Low  d 

Score 

Gamma 

Self  Report 

34 .  T/o 
(33  of  95) 

16 . 2% 

(17  of  105) 

.47 

Perception  of 
peer  behavior 

44 . 2% 

(42  of  95) 

32.4% 

(34  of  105) 

.  25 

Police  contact 
acquaintances 

69.5% 

(66  of  95) 

57.7% 

(60  of  104) 

.  25 

Court  referral 
acquaintances 

64.2% 

(61  of  95) 

54.3% 

(57  of  105) 

.  20 

Teacher  rating 

53.2% 

(50  of  94) 

4  3.7% 

(45  of  103) 

.19 

Police  contact 
before  7/64 

44.7% 

(42  of  94) 

35 . 2% 

(37  of  105) 

.19 

Police  contact 
7/64  to  3/65 

16.8% 

(16  of  95) 

15.5% 

(16  of  103) 

.05 

Police  contact 

1965-67 

37 . 2% 

(35  of  94) 

25.0% 

(26  of  104) 

.28 

Note : 


Table  indicates  percent  delinquent  by  each  measure 
of  delinquency. 
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Table  4 

Test  of  Complete  Affective  Ties  Model 


Measure  of 
Delinquency 

High  d 

Score 

Low  d 

Score 

Gamma 

Self  Report 

34  % 

(34  of  100) 

16  % 

(16  of  100) 

.52 

Perception  of 
peer  behavior 

45  % 

(45  of  100) 

31  % 

(31  of  100) 

.  29 

Police  contact 
acquaintances 

66  % 

(66  of  100) 

60.6% 

(60  of  99) 

.12 

Court  referral 
acquaintances 

63  % 

(63  of  100) 

55  % 

(55  of  100) 

.16 

Teacher  rating 

54.5% 

(54  of  99) 

41.8% 

(41  of  98) 

.16 

Police  contact 
before  7/64 

41  % 

(41  of  100) 

38 . 4% 

(38  of  99) 

.05 

Police  contact 
7/64  to  3/65 

17  % 

(17  of  100) 

15.3% 

(15  of  98) 

.06 

Police  contact 

1965-67 

36.4% 

(36  of  99) 

25.2% 

(25  of  99) 

.  26 

Note:  Table  indicates  percent  delinquent  by  each  measure 

of  delinquency. 
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Table  6 

Percent  Delinquent  (Self  Report)  Controlling  for  Strength 

of  Ties  to  Each  of  Deviant  Peers, 

Conventional  Peers,  and 
Parents 


Strength  of  Ties 


Moderate 

Weak  or 

or  Strong 

Nonexistent 

Deviant 

26,6 

24.0 

Peers 

(21  of  79) 

(29  of  121) 

Conventional 

19.3 

38.3 

Peers 

(27  of  140) 

(23  of  60) 

Conventional 

18.8 

36.1 

Adults 

(24  of  128) 

(26  of  72) 

(Parents) 
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Table  7 

Percent  Delinquent  (Self  Report)  Controlling  for 
Ties  to  Conventional  Peers  and  Parents 

Ties  to 

Conventional  Peers 


Moderate 
or  Strong 


Weak  or 
Nonexistent 


Ties 

to  Parents 


Moderate  or 
Strong 


16.8 

(17  of  101) 


25.9 

(  7  of  27) 


Weak  or 
Nonexistent 


25.6 

(10  of  39) 


48.5 

(16  of  33) 
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Table  8 


Percent  Delinquent  (Self  Report)  Controlling  for 
Ties  to  Deviant  Peers  and  Parents 


Ties  to  Deviant  Peers 


Moderate 
or  Strong 

Weak  or 

Nonexistent 

Moderate  or 
Strong 

18.8 

(  9  of  48) 

18.8 

(15  of  80) 

Ties 

to  Parents 

Weak  or 
Nonexistent 

38.7 

(12  of  31) 

34.2 

(14  of  41) 
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Table  9 

Percent  Delinquent  (Self  Report)  Controlling  for  Ties  to 
Deviant  Peers  and  Conventional  Peers 


Ties  to  Deviant  Peers 


Ties  to 

Conventional 

Peers 


Moderate  or 
Strong 

Weak  or 
Nonexistent 


Moderate 
or  Strong 

22.2 

(12  of  54) 
36.0 

(  9  of  25) 


Weak  or 
Nonexistent 

17.4 

(15  of  86) 

40.0 

(14  of  35) 
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Table  10 

Delinquents  (Self  Report)  Controlling 
Conventional  Adults,  Conventional 
and  Deviant  Peers 


Weak  or  Non¬ 
existent  Tie 
to  Parents 


Moderate  or 
Strong  Ties 
To  Deviant 
Peers 


Weak  or  Non¬ 
existent  ties 
to 

Conventional 

Peers 

Moderate  or 
Strong  Ties 
to 

Conventional 

Peers 


58.3% 

(7  of  12) 


26.3% 

(5  of  19) 


Weak  or 
Nonexistent 
Ties  to 
Deviant 
Peers 


Weak  or  Non¬ 
existent  Ties 
to 

Conventional 

Peers 

Moderate  or 
Strong  Ties 
to 

Conventional 

Peers 


42.9% 
(9  of  21) 


25  % 

(5  of  20) 


for  Ties  to 
Peers , 


Moderate  or 
s  Strong  Ties 
to  Parents 


15  .4% 
(2  of  13) 


20  % 
(7  of  35) 


35.7% 

(5  of  14) 


15.2% 
(10  of  66) 
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